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ABSTRACT
The evaluation of reference staff is a complex process involving
important psychosocial as well as procedural factors. This article focuses
on those aspects of performance evaluation that affect the motivation
of reference workers to improve performance based on their performance
evaluations. Factors such as rater-ratee interactions are explored as well
as the motivational potential of various types of evaluation instruments.
INTRODUCTION
Reference service is a basic function in most libraries, and the
evaluation of reference performance is a common subject in the library
literature. Interestingly, however, the existing literature focuses primarily
on departmental performance rather than on the performance of
individual reference librarians. Departmental performance has been
studied from a variety of perspectives including (a) the low accuracy
of responses to reference queries (Hernon & McClure, 1987; Crowley,
1985; Childers, 1980; Roy, 1985); (b) the level of patron satisfaction with
reference services (D'Elia & Walsh, 1983); and (c) methodological
considerations in obtaining valid data on which to base departmental
evaluation (Weech & Goldhor, 1982; Bunge, 1985; Westbrook, 1989;
Hernon & McClure, 1987; Van House, 1990; Durrance, 1989). Discussions
concerning the evaluation of individual performance tend to be
anecdotal (Carter, 1985; Association of Research Libraries, 1987; Schwartz
8c Eakin, 1986). The issues raised concerning departmental performance
are valuable, and it is logical to assume that such performance relies
in large part on the performance of individual reference librarians and
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their ability to interact with library patrons and the library collection.
If the evidence on departmental performance is correct, however, one
can infer that individual reference librarians are performing poorly.
In numerous studies, reference librarians are found to exhibit poor skills
in the reference interview, make little effort to provide correct or complete
answers, and have a limited knowledge of reference sources (Hernon
8c McClure, 1987). These findings underscore the need for library
managers to develop techniques to assess individual reference
performance and to improve it when necessary. If individual performance
can be improved, increases in departmental performance are likely to
follow.
One technique for measuring and promoting individual perfor-
mance is the performance evaluation. (For the purposes of this paper,
the terms performance evaluation, performance appraisal, and
performance review will be used interchangeably.) Performance
evaluation has many purposes and they are basically the same for
reference librarians as for other employees: to improve communication
between manager and employee, to ensure that employees know what
is expected of them, to provide employees with an assessment of their
work, and to provide documentation for promotions or disciplinary
actions. The overriding goal of performance evaluation, however, is
to improve human performance so that the goals of the organization
can be fulfilled.
Regrettably, positive outcomes to performance reviews of librarians
do not occur as often as we would like. There is considerable evidence,
even when ratings are satisfactory, that performance evaluations result
in reductions in organizational commitment, demotivation, and
increases in job dissatisfaction, alienation, demoralization, and negative
feelings toward the organization (Pearce & Porter, 1986). Fortunately,
because of the interest in individual motivation and productivity
manifested over the years by business and industry, there is a large and
ever-expanding body of psychosocial and management research from
which library managers can draw to improve their evaluation techniques.
The focus of this article is on those aspects of the performance evaluation
process that can promote positive outcomes to the review process and
I increase the motivation and productivity of reference librarians.
v Problems with performance evaluations derive from many sources
^but a prominent one is a reluctance to see the evaluation as a constructive
process. Supervisors and employees alike often approach evaluation with
trepidation and find it unfulfilling. Such feelings are not without a
rational foundation; the stakes are high because the process deals with
fundamental emotional, professional, and psychological factors. Among
the characteristics that are involved are the following (Rubin, 1991):
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Feelings of Self Worth: When a reference librarian participates in a
review, it is as a person as well as a professional. Criticisms of
performance may well be interpreted as deficiencies in character or
intelligence or as an attack on self-esteem.
Feelings of Professional Worth: Obviously, performance evaluations are
primarily about work performance. If employees fear that the review
will involve criticism of their work, they are bound to have
trepidations and be defensive.
Threats to Fiscal Security: The evaluation process has a direct effect
on the employee's job security. An employee may believe that an
unspectacular review will result in no merit increase. At worst, a
poor evaluation could lead to termination and consequent loss of
income to the employee, spouse, and family.
Threats to Status: It is not uncommon that employees become aware
of the evaluations given to others. No matter how this information
becomes known, librarians who receive low performance ratings may
believe that they are perceived as poor workers by their colleagues.
It is not surprising, then, that few situations in the library have
as great a potential for emotional distress and argument. This highlights
the need for a systematic approach that considers not only the need'A
to measure objectively the performance of the reference librarian, but/
also takes into account the uniquely human factors that permeate this*
process. The performance evaluation system must be so structured that
it provides important organizational information and concomitantly
stimulates human motivation and performance.
GENERAL ISSUES IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS
The pitfalls of performance evaluation are numerous, and they deal
with both structural aspects and with the characteristics of the
participants and their interaction. Among the key factors that affect
review outcomes are the following:
1. Characteristics and attitudes of the individual doing the rating.
Usually, when one thinks of performance evaluation, one thinks
first of the individual being evaluated. In theory, the evaluation
is based simply on an objective assessment of the employee's
performance. In fact, however, the same performance may bring
substantially different evaluations from different raters. This is
referred to as rater subjectivity. Not all subjective judgments on
the part of raters are wrong, but the possibility of inaccurate
assessment based on subjectivity can be a troubling problem a
problem that could subject the rater and the organization to legal
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liabilities. Among the factors that have been shown to affect
evaluations are the rater's level of education, intelligence, attention
to detail, knowledge of the job to be rated, and implicit beliefs
about human performance (Bailey, 1983). The latter issue is especially
important in the library field because it includes different attitudes
toward the successful work performance of men and women, and
will be discussed later.
When rater subjectivity occurs, a variety of common rating errors
may persist:
Halo and horn effects: A halo effect occurs when an individual is
given a high rating in one performance area which leads the rater
to give inappropriately high ratings in other areas as well; the
opposite condition, the horn effect occurs when the individual
receives inappropriately low ratings overall because of poor
performance in one area.
Central tendency: This error involves the propensity of raters to
assign ratings near the midpoint of the rating scales.
Leniency or strictness error: This involves giving ratings either
higher or lower than the individual deserves.
Recency errors: This involves basing a rating on only the most recent
occurrences rather than those over the entire rating period. An
associated error involves allowing atypical performances to outweigh
the more common performances.
Bias: This involves the imposition of personal prejudices or
stereotypes on the ratings.
Spillover error: This involves permitting previous performance
ratings to affect current ratings.
2. Characteristics and attitudes of the individual being rated. As with
raters, a variety of factors related to the individual can affect the
review outcome. Obviously, the knowledge, skill, and ability of the
person to perform the job will affect the evaluation profoundly.
But other factors also play a role. For example, the race and sex
of the employee have been found to have significant impact on
performance evaluation (Bailey, 1983). Similarly, an individual's
attitude toward the evaluation process itself may affect the outcome.
For example, if the employee believes the process is unfair, the
supervisor lacks important knowledge, or that no rewards or
punishments follow from the process, then the motivation to
improve performance based on the review is significantly
diminished.
3. Rater-employee interaction. Although both the rater and employee
possess individual characteristics that can affect the review, the
interaction of these characteristics may also have a substantial
impact. For example, the degree to which the rater and employee
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possess similar characteristics, attitudes, gender, personalities, or the
degree of personal attraction or liking between the participants have
been shown to affect evaluation results (Bailey, 1983). An additional
aspect of this interaction involves the perceived credibility of the
rater in the eyes of the employee. If the employee believes that the
supervisor understands the job, then the chances of a successful
outcome to the review are increased (Cederblom, 1982).
4. The type and quality of the evaluation instrument. Different types
of instruments are more appropriate than others for different types
of jobs and organizational philosophies. Organizations that
emphasize evaluation for promotion and merit might well use
quantitative standards or graphic rating scales, while systems that
emphasize employee development and goal setting might use
management-by-objectives or some other collaborative system
(Taylor & Zawacki, 1984). Of course, even if the type of instrument
used is appropriate, it is still necessary that the measures of
performance accurately reflect the job being evaluated. A high
quality evaluation instrument increases the chances of good results
no matter what system is used.
5. The manner and accuracy of the reviews conducted. The efficacy
of a performance review is substantially affected by the way in which
it is conducted and the perceived accuracy of the review by the
employee. In this regard, the ability of the employee to participate
in the review process has been shown to be a significant contributor
to the review's success. No matter what type of system is used, the
supervisor who invites comments and observations from the
employee is more likely to create a sense of ownership in the review
and improve the chances for a more beneficial outcome (Geller, 1978).
The motivational potential of a review may be diminished if the
rater is stingy with credit due the employee, or if the rater attributes
the employee's success to luck, circumstances, or the actions of others.
Similarly, if the environmental circumstances of the review are poor,
for example, if there are many disruptions, the employee is not likely
to perceive that the review is taken seriously. The motivational
potential of reviews can also be lost if the employee believes that
the rater's evaluation is not fair. Employees are not likely to accept
new goals or performance targets from supervisors if they believe
that the evaluation did not accurately reflect their work.
6. The manner in which results are used. An employee's subsequent
performance based on an evaluation may reflect her or his belief
that rewards or punishments will follow. Administrative conviction
toward the review process is vital. The impact of performance
evaluation is tempered by the employee's perceptions of the
seriousness with which reviews are perceived, the willingness of
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the administration to invest time and money in training and
education, and management's willingness to base the system of
rewards and punishment on the review process. Employees who
believe that promotions or merit increases are closely connected to
their performance evaluation are more likely to alter and improve
their performance based on the evaluation. In contrast, if an
employee believes that there are no organizational consequences that
follow from performance evaluations, or that the consequences that
/follow are not rationally related to the evaluation system, then the
Jemployee is not likely to take the review seriously (Kopelman 8c
Reinharth, 1982).
Gender and Evaluation
Because psychosocial factors play such a crucial role in determining
the outcome of reviews, it is important to consider possible gender-
related problems that affect evaluations. This consideration is especially
important in librarianship given the numerical dominance of women
in the profession. Although there are little substantial data to support
the view that gender discrimination occurs during library performance
evaluations, there are reasonable grounds for suspicion. It is well
documented, for example, that although females comprise between 70
to 80 percent of the library workforce, they hold a disproportionately
low number of administrative positions and receive disproportionately
lower salaries (Heim 8c Estabrook, 1983). Although some of these
differences can be explained in part due to differences in length of job
tenure and level of education, not all of the disparity can be explained
by these factors alone.
There is ample evidence in the general management literature to
suggest that women are evaluated differently than men and usually
to their detriment (Deaux fe Emswiller, 1974; Heilman & Guzzo, 1978;
Lott, 1985). Women's attractiveness, for example, appears to affect their
evaluation. Attractiveness appears to help women when they are
applying for nonmanagerial positions, but hurts them when applying
for managerial jobs (Heilman & Stopeck, 1985). This highlights an
important point: that discriminatory evaluation may sometimes work
in favor of women. Some management research suggests that women
in professional positions receive unduly high evaluations because
evaluators are surprised that they perform well on traditionally male
i tasks (Nieva 8c Gutek, 1981). Nonetheless, as a rule, being a woman
is disadvantageous when it comes to the evaluation process.
One possible explanation for gender differences in the evaluation
process is based on attribution theory. This psychological theory was
developed in the 1970s as an attempt to explain possible differences
Performance Evaluation of Public Service Employees 153
in the performance of boys and girls in school and was subsequently
adapted to the business setting (Weiner et al., 1971). Attribution theory
suggests that an evaluator may attribute different reasons to an
employee's success or failure. Broadly speaking, there are four possible
attributions: ability, effort, luck, and task difficulty. These four
attributions can be further combined into two groups: internal
attributions (ability and effort) and external attributions (luck and task
difficulty). The internal attributions are characteristics of the
individuals, while the external attributions are characteristics of the
environment and lie outside the control of the individual.
One might better understand how attribution theory can be applied
to library evaluation by using the example of a reference librarian who
is performing well at the reference desk. Four possible explanations
could be advanced to explain this performance: ( 1 ) the librarian is highly
intelligent and talented at reference work (ability); (2) the librarian
puts considerable energy and hard work into locating the right
information (effort); (3) the reference librarian is just lucky to locate
the right sources of information (luck); and (4) the questions the librarian
receives are easy to answer (task difficulty).
If the evaluator believes that the successful performance is due
primarily to luck or easy questions, the employee is not likely to receive
substantial pay increases or opportunity for promotion. If, on the other
hand, the employee's success is perceived to be a result of talent and
hard work, then pay raises and promotions are much more likely to
follow. Disturbingly, when this theory is tested, the results usually^
indicate that successful female performance is more likely to be attributed
to luck and task difficulty in contrast to successful male performance
which is more often seen as a result of ability and effort (Heilman
& Guzzo, 1978; Deaux & Emswiller, 1974). Interestingly, failure tends
to be more risky for males than females; men receive harsher evaluations
than females when their performance is unsuccessful (Nieva & Gutek,
1981). This is not a particularly happy finding for women because it
suggests that women are not expected to perform as well as men. This
lowered expectation for performance appears to arise even if the
evaluator is a woman. Women appear to have a lower evaluation of
their own talents and skills than their male counterparts (McCarty,.
1986; Heilman et al., 1987). Overall, women are not as likely to receive]
credit when they are successful but not as likely to be blamed when/
they fail.
EVALUATIVE TECHNIQUES FOR REFERENCE LIBRARIAN
Given the complex psychosocial environment in which evaluation
operates, what evaluation techniques are best? The selection of an
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evaluation technique depends in great part on the attitude of the
organization toward the purpose and importance of the process, the
willingness to invest time and money in training evaluators, the purpose
to which the evaluation system will be put, and the types of jobs to
be evaluated. This last point is of particular importance when
considering evaluation techniques for reference librarians. Reference
work tends to be thought of as an easily identifiable process. In reality,
reference activity consists of a wide variety of possible tasks which vary
considerably as to the knowledge, skills, and abilities required; and
the degree of autonomy, creativity, and routinization involved. For
example, a reference librarian's duties may consist of any one or
combination of the following: answering simple directional questions,
answering complex research questions, conducting automated searches,
providing bibliographic instruction, selecting and evaluating the
reference collection, providing liaison activities, supervising employees,
and managing reference departments. The level of cooperation required
for the accomplishment of these tasks may also vary. Some tasks require
considerable group cooperation and these tasks are more difficult to
evaluate at the individual level (Bailey, 1983). For activities requiring
cooperation, departmental standards may be needed in addition to
individual ones and supervisors must realize that when evaluating an
individual on such activities, the discussion must include external factors
that may be affecting individual performance.
^ Because the range of reference tasks varies so widely, it is not possible
to recommend one evaluation system; different types of evaluation
approaches might be taken for different types of positions and
organizations. Nonetheless, there are a variety of techniques that can
be used for reference librarians. In assessing these techniques, it is
important to examine them from at least two perspectives: (1) Does
the system accurately measure worker performance?, and (2) Does the
system provide motivation to improve performance?
Generally, there are three types of performance evaluation
approaches that would be useful in evaluating reference librarians: trait-
* based, behaviorally anchored, and goal-oriented.
Trait-Anchored Systems
Suppose, for example, that the organization does not wish to spend
a great deal of time on the evaluation process. This may be due to
lack of evaluation expertise, lack of time and money, or because the
organization believes that time is better spent in other types of activities.
Under such circumstances, a trait-based system may be recommended.
Trait-based systems are the most common form of evaluation in
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business and industry. In this system, the employee is rated on the basis
of general characteristics or traits (see Figure 1). These might include
dependability, adaptability, honesty, judgment, knowledge of the job,
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little training required for supervisors, and it usually takes little time
to administer. Given the busy schedules that many reference managers
and their employees experience, and given the trepidation that most
employees and supervisors feel toward the evaluation process, a quick
and easy method is often met with relief by reference employees and
supervisors alike.
In addition, there is some, albeit limited, evidence that workers
prefer trait-based to other types of systems. One study of county
government workers indicated that the employees preferred trait-
oriented evaluation over more specific performance standards and felt
that the trait-based system was actually more helpful in improving their
performance (Harris, 1988). One should not, however, overstate the
meaning of this evidence. The same study cites other research suggesting
that other workers prefer more specific performance standards (pp. 443-
44). Interestingly, the workers in the government study felt better about
the trait-anchored system because more employees received similar
evaluation scores; that is, in the system with performance standards
here was much wider disparity in the evaluations. In effect, the
performance standards instrument was more sensitive in detecting
differences in performance among employees than the trait-based system.
This ability to differentiate performance increased resentment and
decreased motivation among many workers. Ironically, increased
accuracy decreased motivation. Of course, if an important purpose of
performance evaluation is accuracy in order to make decisions for merit
and promotion, then the system using performance standards allows
the manager to make more discriminating judgments. One hopes, of
course, that both motivation and accuracy can be increased in an
evaluation process, but one is not necessarily present with the other.
Despite some of the advantages of trait-based systems, there are
also significant disadvantages. Among the deficiencies are the following:
Decreased Validity and Reliability: The validity and reliability of the
system is threatened by several factors. Most notably, the system is
^vulnerable to rater bias. Concepts such as appearance, approacha-
bility, and adaptability are very difficult to define and measure. As
such, it is easy for the rater to impose personal judgments on the
reference librarian. Similarly, it is difficult to determine a standard
of comparison when assigning a rating on an abstract trait. For
example, what does it mean to say that a person is a "3" in
adaptability?
Legal Problems: The system is more vulnerable to legal challenges.
Evidence concerning court decisions indicates that trait-based systems
are more likely to be challenged successfully than other types of
systems (Feild & Holley, 1982).
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Lowered Motivation: The system has little motivational potential
because it is not goal-oriented, nor does it provide substantial feedback
on the employee's performance. Rather, the system focuses on
characteristics of the individual rather than on actual job
performance. Emphasizing traits is not likely to stimulate discussion
of the job tasks and a valuable opportunity to focus on future
performance goals is lost.
The trait-based system can be efficient, but it is not primarily designed
to motivate employees or to provide substantial information to the
organization or the employee. Organizations that perceive formal
evaluation as burdensome, unnecessary, or unproductive may find this
the best choice. Insofar as supervisors are scrupulous about their
judgements, the system may work, but it is vulnerable to attack if
employees become unhappy.
Behavioral 1 y Based Systems
In contrast to the trait-based system, behaviorally based systems
focus on specific behaviors that are directly related to the performance
of the employee on the essential activities of a job (see Figure 2). Given
the wide range of duties for the reference librarian, the number and
variety of behaviors to be measured can be substantial. Reference desk
tasks could be supplemented with management behaviors or those
related to bibliographic instruction and online searching. Fortunately,,
because many of these library activities can be accurately described in
behavioral terms and observed by a supervisor, this evaluation approach
is sensible for many reference positions.
The advantages of behavioral measures are considerable. The
standards focus on specific job behaviors rather than on vaguely defined
traits. This increases the chance that the review will be a valid measure
of employee performance. It also increases defensibility of the system
if challenged in court. Similarly, the propensity of raters to impose
bias or stereotyping common to trait-anchored systems is reduced
because tasks are described specifically (Bailey, 1983). In addition, as
mentioned above, there is evidence suggesting that some employees are
more satisfied with systems which focus on specific standards of
performance rather than general traits (Harris, 1988). From a
motivational perspective, behavioral systems are of value because they
provide employee feedback and they can be rationally tied to an incentive
system. They are not, however, future-oriented. Emphasis is not on future
goals but on past performance!
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A special type of behaviorally based system not commonly used
in libraries is called BARS (Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales). In
this system, a job is broken down into several essential categories. For
I. COMMUNICATION STYLE
(Verbal & Nonverbal)
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behaviors. The skills required to administer this process are considerable,
and it should be undertaken only with a serious commitment on the
part of staff and administration. Problems with BARS also include
difficulties some supervisors have in recording a sufficient number of
examples to determine the level at which the employee is performing,
and trying to fit observed behaviors into the sample behaviors provided
(Latham & Wexley, 1981). Finally, at least some studies suggest that
BARS is no better or worse than other evaluation methods (Jacobs et
al., 1980).
I. Answering or Referring Questions
Points Behavior
1 Is not able to answer or refer reference questions.
2 Has difficulty answering and referring reference questions.
3 Is generally able to answer or refer most reference questions. Has knowledge
of and ability to use sources. Chooses sources appropriate to the level
of the patron. Learns about new sources as they are published.
4 Shows above average skill in answering questions. Makes proper use of
local sources before referring. Continually works to improve knowledge
of reference sources.
5 Has command of reference sources and is always able to answer or refer
questions. Shows creativity and tenacity when answering questions.
Questions are referred to this person by other staff because of his or her
knowledge of sources.
Figure 3. Behavioral anchors for a reference librarian
Coal-Oriented Standards
Another option for the library is to use mutual goal setting as
part of the evaluation process. A goals-based system emphasizes the
establishment of agreed-upon performance targets. It is a collaborative
and developmental technique as much as it is an evaluative one.
Although a review of past performance related to previous goals is ,
essential, the focus of the evaluation is on the setting of future goals"/
and on a discussion of how to meet them. During such a discussion
it is expected that the employee, in conjunction with the supervisor,
will not only establish goals but will prepare a developmental plan
which details specific actions the employee may take to improve their
ability to meet their goals. For example, an employee might state an
intent to take additional courses or training programs during the next
review period. Generally, performance goals should meet several criteria.
They should be measurable, mutually agreeable, realistic, clearly stated,
attainable, reflective of the essential functions of the job, and
complimentary to broader departmental and organizational goals.
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Libraries that use performance evaluation as a motivator should
seriously consider goal setting when appropriate. There is a substantial
body of research in the management literature that suggests that goal
setting can be a strong motivator toward higher levels of productivity,
especially if difficult and challenging goals are set (Locke & Somers,
1987). In addition, the fact that the goal setting is mutual, that is, the
employee participates in the goal-setting process, has been shown to
increase the effectiveness of the performance evaluation (Cederblom,
1982; Burke et al., 1978).
Despite these advantages, goal setting should only be used for certain
job tasks. For example, when a job requires programmatic activities,
e.g., developing a bibliographic instruction program, developing an
online searching unit, or creating a training program for reference
assistants, then goal setting would be appropriate. Similarly, for
activities that are easily quantified, e.g., increasing the use of interlibrary
loan by 25 percent in the next year or increasing the number of automated
searches by 10 percent in the next year, then goal setting is useful.
However, when activities are not easily quantified, depend on qualitative
judgments, or are highly structured or routine, then behavioral standards
may be more appropriate. For this reason, goal setting may be
inappropriate for many basic reference desk activities such as
interviewing and interacting with patrons.
Although there are definite motivational advantages to goal setting,
there are also problems. First, goal setting is usually time-consuming
in terms of administering the review, training supervisors, orienting
staff, and preparing evaluation materials. Second, goal setting requires
good negotiation and communication skills, especially on the part of
the supervisor. Autocratic and uncommunicative managers are not likely
to stimulate an atmosphere of participation among employees, and this
will reduce the employee's commitment to the goals that are set.
Similarly, uncommunicative or uncooperative employees may not like
the negotiation process, hence reducing commitment to the goals created.
Recent trends indicate that businesses which had turned to goal
setting as a form of evaluation are coming back to behavioral and
quantitative standards coupled with graphic rating scales (Taylor &
Zawacki, 1984). This trend is important because it reveals that business
has not been satisfied with the results of "collaborative systems" which
emphasize mutual goal setting and employee development; instead, they
are reemphasizing the measurement of past performance so that job
decisions such as pay increases and promotion can be accomplished
with maximum documentation.
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO LIBRARY MANAGERS
If the library is to maximize the motivational potential of the
performance evaluation system, there are certain recommendations that
are important no matter what type of system is employed. These include
the following:
1. Encourage employee participation in the development of job
standards and in the evaluation process. No matter whether the
standards are behavioral or goal-oriented, employees should play a
part in their creation. Participation on the part of the employee creates
a stake in the process that would not otherwise be present. In addition,
employees must be comfortable participating in their review. It is
useful, for example, to give reference employees a copy of the review
form several days before the actual review. In this way, they can prepare
their own evaluations. Do not, however, expect that employees will
be harder on their own performance than supervisors; 70 to 80 percent
of employees put their performance in the top 25 percent (Meyer,
1986)!
2. Attach concrete monetary incentives to the evaluation process. It is
a basic behavioralist premise that if a behavior is rewarded it will
be repeated and if it is punished it will stop. Although human behavior
cannot be explained so simply, the evidence is clear that attaching
pay to worker performance increases worker productivity from 29
percent to 63 percent (Nash 8c Carroll, 1983). Employees who perceive
that high levels of performance will be rewarded are more likely
to maintain and improve their performance.
3. Ensure that all standards and expectations for performance are clear
and specific. Goal specificity and clarity are directly related to
employee satisfaction. It is particularly important that the supervisor
and employee agree on which job tasks are most important. There
is disturbing evidence that supervisors actually weight criteria
differently than they think they do and that subordinates are unable
to assess accurately what their supervisors expect of them and how
they are rated (Hobson 8c Gibson, 1984). A concerted effort must
therefore be made to communicate clearly what is important and
to employ these valuations in the review process.
4. Provide for timely and frequent reviews. To some extent, the frequency
of reviews depends on the purposes set by the organization. If the
purpose is to have a documented record for promotion, demotion,
or merit, then semiannual or annual reviews are all that are generally
needed. If motivational and counselling effects are desired, then
reviews should be more frequent: the more frequent the reviews, the
more effective the evaluation (Kane 8c Lawler, 1979; Gleuck, 1974).
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Of course, it is neither possible nor desirable to conduct formal
performance evaluations all the time; this emphasizes the need to
give employees informal evaluations of their performance often.
For motivational purposes, it is critical that employees receive
feedback from their supervisors on both a formal and informal basis.
Some research suggests that when feedback is combined with difficult
goals, output can be increased by as much as 13-15 percent (Das,
;1986). However, it is also important to realize that the type of feedback
/has a significant effect on the outcome of the evaluation. If criticism
/ is part of the feedback, it must be done sparingly. As the amount
) of criticism increases in an evaluation, the less likely it is that
performance behavior will improve. Even when the feedback appears
to be positive, it may have unanticipated consequences. For example,
one study revealed that employees who received "satisfactory" in
comparison to those who received "outstanding" ratings suffered
declines in their organizational commitment (Pearce & Porter, 1986).
5. Set high and realistic standards of performance. When goals are
realistic and challenging, employees will increase their productivity.
It is not sufficient to tell employees to "do their best." They must
have unambiguous goals that challenge them (Locke 8c Somers, 1987;
Latham 8c Locke, 1983). It is important, however, that the employee
perceive that these goals can in fact be realized, and that the
organization will provide the necessary resources to accomplish them.
Otherwise, frustration will result.
6. Make sure that supervisors are adequately trained. This involves
training in the purpose and implementation of the process.
Supervisors must be skillful in communicating the evaluation process
to the employee, and in making frequent observations of employee
performance. Careful observation serves several purposes: first,
frequent contacts to observe performance decrease the likelihood of
the use of negative stereotypes (Bailey, 1983); second, well-trained
supervisors are less likely to make procedural and substantive errors,
hence decreasing the chance of legal liabilities if challenged.
7. Make sure that supervisors are knowledgeable concerning the jobs
they are evaluating. The effectiveness of a review depends in part
on the employee's perception that the supervisor understands the
work of the employee (Cederblom, 1982).
CONCLUSION
The evaluation process is much more than a set of forms and written
procedures. Its success depends on the complex interaction between the
supervisor, the employee, and the organizational philosophy concerning
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the purposes of evaluation. Evaluating individuals who perform
reference work is further complicated by the variety and nature of the
tasks performed. For jobs with highly varied tasks requiring considerable
flexibility in decision-making and high need for professional
development and achievement, collaborative approaches such as goal
setting may be desirable. For jobs that are more structured, behavioral
approaches may be best (Taylor & Zawacki, 1984). The disparities in
the nature of reference jobs suggest that the type of evaluation used
may vary, and that combinations of different evaluation strategies ma^sX
be advisable. Ultimately, the success of evaluations depends on the
human aspects. Although performance evaluation is an essential process,
the risks are easily as great as the benefits. By minimizing the risk,
one inevitably will reap the benefit: a more effective reference staff.
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